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This investigation describes a field test of. the 
materials entitled "Reading: An Educational Approach to Disability" 
(READ), which were developed to aid^disabled readers in the beginning 
stages of learning to decode English print. The subjects were 15 
Title I reading teachers working in small groups with 183 
second-grade children. The questions o^ interest were whether the 
BEAD materials, more effectively than games of traditional phonics, 
c/Duld teach students to decode short vowel trigrams and increase 
students" word recognition and reading comprehension skills. Results 
suggest that both the READ and the games prqgi;ams were more effective 
than tradit?.onal phonics in developing student$ ■ ability to decode i 
the meanings of written sentences 'and that the HEAD materials were 
more effective in developing the ability to decode unknown words in 
isolation for children in the lowest achievement subgroup. Revisions 
in the program prior to dissemination, followed by repeated 
validation study, are recommended.^ Tables illustrating the text are 
included. (Author/JH) 
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ABSTRACT 

This investigation describes a field test of the materials 
entitled, -Reading: An Educational Approach to Disability" (READ) 
which were developed to aid disabled readers in the beginning stages 
of learning to decode English print.. The subjects were fifteen 
Title I reading teachers working in small groups with 183 second 
igrade children. ^ , 

The questions of interest were whether the READ materials, 
more effectively than Games or traditional phonics, could 1) teach 
students to decode short vowel trigrams, and 2) increase students' 
word recpgnition and reading comprehension skills. 

Results suggest that both the READ and the Games programs 
were more effective than the traditional in developing students' 
ability to decode the meanings of written sentences, and that the READ 
materials were more effective in developing the ability to decode 
unlmown words in isolation for children in the lowest achievement 
subgroup. Revisions in the program, followed by repeated validation 
study, are Recommended prior to dissemination. 
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READ; Field Test of an Educational Approach to Reading Disability 

The educational approach to.reading disability assumes that remedial 
instruction should focus directly on the learner's difficulties in reading 
printed words. These difficulties have been Reported elsewhere 
(Morsinlcj 1975) and might be summarized as follows: 

1. poor perception of details in the pattern of a word 
2* dWficulty association of sounds with symbols 

3. difficulty in discriminating between words which look or 
sound alike 

4. difficulty in combining sounds to make words 

5. inability to remember words learned 

6. difficulty in transferring learned skills to the reading of 
new words. 

These liroblcxns t^iay be c^r.pounded by a short attention span, a nega- 
tive attitude, a tendeky to perseverate and/or to attend to the wrong 
stimuli, 

Reading; an Educationar Approach to Disability (READ^ is a 
series of remedial lessons designed (IV^orslnlc, 1972) to help disabled 
readers perceive the sound-symbol pattern^ v^ich occur with greatest 
frequency In the English language, to recall thesis. patterns and to apply' 
this knowledge to the decoding of unknown words. Thl&vprogram 



^^c^iii was 
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adapted and expanded for disabled reade/s from a model ori- 
ginally proposed by RleKee (1948) foiy^iornial learners. 

KEAD structures lesson st^s through analysis of 
sub-skills presumed to b4 invoiycd in the learning of sound- 
symbol relationships^ It provides uistruction on one sound- 

■/ / ' 
symbol pattern in ^ach les/on, using the following sequence of 

steps: Steps 1-3^- pres(mtation of an overall structure for hear- 

V seeing, ^d associating the sound-symborpatt^ int^^^ 

' / / 
step 4 - as^ciatih/ the visual' patterns of the target words with 

plctures^tep SlV selecting the correct visual pattern for the 

picture^/ from a/cholce of two words (visual discrimination); step 

6 - ^atchln^ the auditory pattern with one from a choice of two 

spoken wo^ds (auditory discrimination); step 7 - substituting the 

Visual pMtem for the pattern in a known word to make a new. 

^ word/ step 8 - using the learned pattern together with picture and 

/ context cldes to read unlmown words; step 9 - testing by readmg 

ahd spellmg the words taught In the lesson without clues; step 10 - 

/ testing transfer by reading and spelling words with the s^me pattern. 

/ 

^/ ^ This investigation attempted to determine the effect of Units 

y I through V of the prototype READ materials, as compared with a tra- 
ditional and a games approach, on the learning of three letter words 
containing short vowel sounds by second grade disabled readers in a 
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compensatory reading progra;ii^ It also attempted to assess the 
effdct of this learning orv flie students' word recognition find 
readipg comprchens^ion skills.'^ 
Procedures . /' ■ 

Inst^mentation. The Wide Range Achievement Test, 
Readin^btest (WRAT-R, Jastak and Jasbk, 1965) a^^ 
Peabody Individual Achievement Test, Reading Recognition 
and Readmg Comprehension Subtests (PIAT, Dunri, 1970) were 
selected as norm-referenced measures of reading achievem^ent. 

The WRAT and the PIAT Recognition are tests which 
measure the subject's ability to decode isolated words. The ' 
PIAT Comprehension differs from the other two tests in that 
it presents words to be read slleully, in sentence context, re- 
quiring the subject to point to the picture which best represents 
the m.eaning of the .sentence read. 

The READ Placement Test (READ, Morsink, -^972) was used 
as a criterion-referenced measure. The READ test is a measure of 
ability to read orally the ninety-one words taught in the READ lessons 
on short vowels. These are real words, all short vowel trigrams, se-" 
quenced in twenty-three word pattern lessons. The subject is required 
to read all words with a given pattern in order to receive credit for the 
Ifesson (forlxJ^nple, "pan, can, man, ran, fan" for lesson I-l). Since this 
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test was designed to place students in the program,, and because- 
, * each lesson's prerequisite was masti&ry of previous lessoi^, 

. the test was terminated at the first erroK ^ 

/ 

All tests were individually administered by the experimenter 
and a team of five graduate assistants from the University of 
Kentucky Regional Special Education Instructional Materials, 
Center (UKRSEmC). RaW scores, representing the number of • 
correct responses, were used for all criteri<^n measures. 

Sample. Participating teachers and students were from 
, a large school system in Central Kentucky. The sample was se- 
• lected from among the second grade children receiving supple- 

mentary reading instruction as part of the district's compensatory 
^ reading program, funded through Title I of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA). These children had been ex- 
>■,'■• ■ . ' 

. J ' posed to traditional rpading instruction for at least one school year 

^ and their reading achievement (the previous, spring) remained at or 

near the first grade level, as measured by the Stjmford Achievement 

Test* paragraph meaning section. In this district, special reading 

/ teachers were assigned to buildings designated "Title I. Schools. " 

. • ' .There were seventeen Title I teachers working with 257 children at the 

second grade level. Only fifteeh of these teachers were eligible, since 

the other t%vo met their^b^asses three, instead of five, days per week. 

• ■ ■ , \ ' ■ *>^- ■ ■ 
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Qhly children who scored lower thmi eighteen (the eighteenth 



lesson^on the READ tpst and whose grade equivalent scores were 
less than 2. 5 on the VVRAT and/or on the PIAT were included in the 



study. Characteristics of the .183 children who were selected and 

/ 

wiio remained in the district for the duration of the study are p 
sented in ;rable 1. . / • , I « 



re- 



Insert Table 1 About Here 7 -i 
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Hypotheses. The first research questions asked'al^t the 
effects of the READ program as compared witK two othjSj'pes of 
treatment on students' mastery of targpt words taught^fehe READ 
program. To answer tlfis question, the follbiving null^^|)othesis 
was formed: 



I. There will be no difference in change over time among the 

•regular, Games, and READ groups on the READ Placement 

\ 

Test (READ). 

The second research question asked about the effects of the' 

READ program when compared with two Other types of treatment' 

) 

on student's growth in reading achievement. To answer tljis quisstion, 
the fpllQwing null hypotheses wb re formed: There will be no differ- 
ence in change overtime amon'g the Regular, Games and Read groups on: 

2. The PIAT Recognition Subtest (PIAT-W) 

3. The PIAT^ Comprehension .Subtest (PIAT-C) 



!5, 



4. The -WRAT Reading Subtest (WRAT-R) . 4 



READ, Morsinic 6 

■ ■ ' . } ' ' ' ■ 

Expcrinic ntnl Desic^n. Because both research questions 

dealt with students' growth during the program, the Repeated Measures 
Analysis of Variance which measures change over time (Winer/ 1962) 
was selected. The. repeated measures design is a tu'9-factor analy- 
sis of variance in which there are repeated measures (hi this case 
pre and postte.sts) on factor B, the dependent variable. Each of t^e 
three treatment groups (factor A) [s observed under both levels of i 
factor B. 

factor AB is of greatest interest, since it measures the inter- 
action between membership in a treatment group and change over 
time. This was the comparison designed to test the hjmotheses, 
since it could answer the question, "Were there significant differences 
in pre-to-posttest grovA^th among groups receiving diff^ent trea^J^ents?' 

Randomization. Because the teacher was the smallest exper- 
imental unit which coiUd be randomly assigned, teaches (not students) 
were the sampling unit /Glass and Stanley,. 1970). Random assign- 
mcnts of teachers tj^xperimental groups ji^duced the chances of 
treatment contamination due to teachers using more tljan one method, 
but also reduced the number of experimental units from 183.to 15. 
There was also one -teacher who could not be randomly assigned. 
Her group was working in the Sullivan programmed^series, and 
she was unable to change. She was therefore arbitrarily assigned, 
at her o\m request, to the control group, ^ 
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Teaching Rlothods anrr]\Iatcrials> For all students in 
the program, rcgulxir basal reading instruction,' from a manual on 
their instructional level, ^ was continued by th^ classroom teacher 
for approximately sixty n^inutes per day. In addition, all chil- 
dren received a daily thirty minute small group compensatory 

• reading class from the Title I teacher. For twenty of the 
thirty mmutcis, this woKk concentrated on slcill development 
which was a follov/-up to the basal instructioii (individualized' help 
on workbook exe^scs, games and drills to develop word attack . 

• skills). The experiwrtSatal component was implemented for the 
remaining ten of the- thirty minutes by Title I teachers, over a 



' period often weeks. 0 

Materials used in the tfen-minute experimental component 
by the five regular (control) group teachers consisted of more of 
the same kmds of things whicji were used by all Title teachers 
lor ine constant twent3'-minute daily lessons. (See AnpenGlix A) 

The five teachers in the EEAD,group (Ej) used the B[EAD 
cards in twenty-eight lessons (twentyVthree patberrts, .plus five . 
reviews), according to the directions in the READ manual for 

( ' . - . i 

teaching short vowel patterns. They followed the ten st^ps^e- / , 
viously specified, and presented these steps individually on a 

series of flashcards, each designed to teach biie of the stejDs^ 

■ J.' * 

^ *' ^ ' . 

forgone of the target words.' In addition to using- the stimulus 
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0 

catds, the REA'D teachers were; taught to sti^ucture th^ learmng 
<^ituatit)n for'sjtu^Snts by using hand axid verb*al signals to. focus 




(196i^>; Thi READ teachers did riot use the suppl6mentaiy games. 
^•Neither did thej> use other ;3Tiaterials for practicW|it^e words 
Introduced. Anytother. instruction they gave on short vowels, \vas 
a part of th§ regular Lnstructian received By all children! ^ * 

. The five teachers uv the 'Games group (E ) taught exactly 
the same words as did the teachers in the READ grpup. They y .. ■ 

us.e^ cards from step four (only) oiF the KEAD card set to' introduc 

, • '■- • 

the wor,ds. Then they provided practice gji these target words\by 

.* ' , ■ ■'■ ■ . '■ . / 

xis'ii5g three games, - Versions of .Bingo, Go Fish,/ and ConcefttiWipfK' 

There were five sets of Bingo -cardi, one for each vowel -sound, 

presented iii the same oBcler ars the-REA:^^^sq^. Go Eish was 

a matching game, in which chjjdren had to poUect a' series of 

woT^s-having- similar word .endings. Conc^ntj;ation StressedViJstjal 

memory of letter patterns by -requiring players to redall the location 

of matching c^rds tume<3 face dtDAvn. (See' itopendi^ Bj) 

Teacher Trainihg. A three-hottr-teacher training workshop 

was heldipr ajl participants (me week\prid^ to implementation oT the 

program. During the^ workshop, the importance of following proce- 

r . ' , - ' • ■ _^ ■■ ■ ■ , , 

dures and of not discussing ijiethods 'or materials with otliers in the 
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experiment was. stressed. Each of the three groups met in tuW with'" 

the experimenter tcr receive training in its respective procedures. ' 

, All thr^e groiii^s'^'ivere also told that positive reinforcement was^ 

*■ . ' . " - ' ■ • ' 

\ - an ImPQ|tmit fac-^pr ih h^ 

J words. ^ . V . •'^ " - • " • • ^ 

FOliow-u0 Observation^. - Unscheduled observations were 

, .. made l3^.the -fexperimenter to all fifteen classrooms within a two- 

,. . « " » 

week period after implementatiwi of the program, "and again begin-. f 
nlng the sixth week of the program. During these observations, 
- the experimenter gathered data on three variables for all teachers, 
as follows:^ 

1. Was the teacher. folld^^ procedures specified fp 
group ? ^ ^ 

r. 2. Was ^he teacher spending the designated amount of time 



on^Ji§lN specified' p rocedure ? 



/ 3.; Was the teacKbr using positive reinforcement for ^correct 

student respD^ises ? / ' - 
• The fexperinienter provided ea6h teacher with a written report im- 
mediately following; the observation geriod. The report-contained 

Statements of praise for following specifiefd procedures. - ^ 

- ■ - '"^ ■ « - * ■ ' , ■ ' ■ 

Besults . , V, ' 

^ . / 

. hypothesis 1, that the /e would be no^dilference on the READ 
Placement test, (the criterion-referenced test/was not rejected. 



r 
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, . ' TJie ineans and standaixl (deviations for all fifteen teachers in the ' 

three treatment g^roups are presented in Table 2. • 

* — — — — — ^ — — _ — 

: '\ ■ ^ Insert Table 2 About Here . " * 

The interaction between group membership and occasion approached 

sSignifiCance «.'06), siiggesting--that there may have been a rela- 
- tionship between membership m at least one of th^ treatment 

•^.i^ , groups and growth in reading achievement as measured by the- 

READ Test. This relationship is^llustrated in Figure 1, which shows 
' O , ^® greatest growth jn mast?iry of the READ words was achieved 

by the 0ame;s group, followed closely by the READ group. ^ ' 

ft * . ■ 5k ■ 

' - - * '"^ '- " • y 

. Insert Figure 1 Aboift Here 
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^ Of hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 (the norm- referenced tests), only 
hypothesis *3 was rejected. Thejinteraction between group Wml^er- 
ship and occasion was significant for the PIAT-C (^.027). Mean 
differences' and standard devititions for the three groups On the 
PIAT-C are -presented m T-^ble 3. « 

^\ • ^ ' 73 . 

ni$ert Table 3 About Here 
■ \ _ ^ ..^^ 

. Figure 2 illustrate^ that the largest pre to posttest dif- 
ferences on. Ihe PIAT-g Occurred in the READ group, followed 
closely by Games. • 



13 



READ, Morsinlc.- — J n 

• irisert **igurc 2 -\bout Here 

. ' — \ 

' ' Table 4 summaMzcs^e univariate F ratios for hypbthesos 
i-4. This table .shows that none of the overall (factor A) differences 
between groups were significant. The £ ratios for occasion (factor 
B) were significant for all four dep.endent variables," indicating that 
students made significant gro\\1:h daring the'fii'ogi^am. For the PIAT-C 
Test, the interaction between group and occasion was significant «.027) 
and for the READ test, the Interaction betv\'een group -and occasion 
approached significance {<.0G.),^ Indicating that on at least one de- " 
pendent variable, treatment interacted with time to produce gain, 
which was significantly higher for at least one of the treatment-groups. 
In both cases differences scores of the READ and Games groups were 
so close as to be negligible, while both were considerably, higher 
than the Regular group. The nature of these intersections has been 

gr-aphically illustrated in Figures 1 and 2. - ^ ' ' 

/ 



Insert Table 4 About Here 
J ^ 



Post Hoc Treatment by Levels, A post hoc research ques- 
tion asked £j.bout the effect of the READ materials as compared 
with the otjier two methods on the posttest reading achievement of 
students who were stratified into upper, mtddle, and lower levels 
upon entrance to the -program. ' 

■ 14 



ERIC 



- READ, Morsink " .12 

/ 

Univariate rV^ratlos for treatinent-by-levels are presented 
. in Table 5. This table Indicates that tile interaction between post- 
' test score and treatment group was significant for the WRAT-R 
Test «.043). 



Insert Table 5 About Here * . 
. ■ " y 



Means and standard deviations for treatment^by-levels 
on the WRAT-R posttest are presented in Table 6. 



Insert Table 6 About Here 



The null hypothesis, that there would be no interaction 
between group and posttest level for the dependent, variables 
a) READ, b) PIAT-W, c) PIAT-C, and d) VIT^ AT-R, .was rejected 
•flor variable d) VVRAT-R only. The nature of this interaction is 
sho\vn in Figure 3, which suggests that, foe the lower group the 
,REAEi program was differentially ^beneficial, while for the middle 
and upper groups, the Regular program was more effective. 



tasert Figure 3 About Hero 
^ , 



In addition, althq^gh the _F ratio was significant for hypothesis d) 
* only, graphic representation of the data revealed a pattern of con- 
sistent superiority of the READ program with lower level students. 
This pattern Is illustrated in Figure 4. j 



I 
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Insert Figure 4 About Here 

DISCUSSION 

i 

Results of the repeated measures analysis indieated that 
the Interaetion between group membership and oeeasion on the 
Read Plaeement Test (READ) approaehed signifieanee (<.06) * ^ 
and warranted further exploration* The signifipanee test in this 
analysis is eonservative, sinee it treats repeated measures as 
eorrelated varfables. The nature of this interaeti^on has been 
shown in Figure 1. It is apparent from this graph that students 
m both the READ and Games groups tfxeeed^d students in the 
Regular group in mastery of the READ words. The eonelusion 
suggested by this finding seems, at first, all to obvious - ^'Students * 
\ learn what teaehers teaeh them* ?' Students in both the READ and. 
Games groups were given speeifie mstruetion In the deeoding of 
short vowel trigrams, while students in the Regular group- were 
given only general instruetion in word reeognition skills. Obyiously 
the groups whieh were taught to deeode the words on whieh they 
wer6 tested would learn them better than the group whieh'was not 
taught to decode the /words. , 

Beyond the simplistie interpretation, however, lies the 
possible Iniportanee of the finding: for students similar to those . . 

0 

in the population studied, dircet instruetion may be more effective 
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than indirect instruction. If this is true, then teachers who are ' 
interested in holpifig%t>se students master certain W(^rds should 
specifically teach the target words, rather than teaching general 

rules and assummg that transfer of learning will take place. 

I 

This finding would be consistent with the observations of Strauss 
and Lehtincn (1947), Cruickshank et al. , (I960) and' Johnson and 
Mj'klebust (1967) regarding the need of disabled learners' for - 
specific, direct instruction on\kills in-^hich they are deficient. 
The answer to research question 1 sfeSuld be interpreted with 
great caution, however, since the null hypothesis was not rejected 
in the present study and the interaction only approached signifi- 
cance. This question should be raised again, following suggested 
revision of the READ test and^ the READ materials. 

The|)bvious lack of significant differences on mastery of the 
READ words between the READ and Games groups has also been 
shown in Fig-ure 1. This finding is equally mteresting, since it 
suggests that, for the group as a whole, repeated exposure to the 
target words (as provided in the Games approach) may be just as 
effective as a highly structured lesson plan (such as READ) which 
breaks the learnuig steps into small components. If this is true; ' 
then one of the most important ingredients of an effective remedial 
program woidd sceii to be repetition in conjunction with interest 
or motivation. This finding wqs^ support the need of disable'd 



i7 
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readers for repeated practice, as emphasized "in the works 
of Femald (1943), GillLngham (1960) and Bryant (1965). The lack 
of significant differences between the READ and Games treat- ^ 
ments in masterj^ of the target words also suggests a wealaiess 
in the READ program - the need for additional activities which 
provide repeated practice with the target words. 

The significant interaction between group membership 
and occasion «.t027) on the PIAT-C has been illustrated in 
p;igure 2. The larjgest pre to posttest difference ocemrred 
the READ gr'pup, foUo^wed closely by Games, ^ese differences 
were vQry stable, since each represented the mean of five nested 
teacher means for which standard deviations were small. It 
Is possible that this specific word recognition instruction helped 
students increase their ability to decode the meanings of written 
sentences. Caution should be urged, however, in. interpretation 
of this finding, sm.ce mean differences were extremely- small and 
m^, reflect statistical significance, while being of questionable 
value educationally. ^ * 

fn the po^t hoc treatment-by-levels analysis, the significant 
ratio for interaction between group and level on the^ WRAT-R ' 
test, and the consistency across norm-referenced variables suggested 
a greater effectiveness for the READ program with lower level students. 
This would be consistent with the finding of Putnam and Youtz d973) 

x8. 
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who suggested that a structured linguistic series was more 
effective than a basal I'eading series with beginning urbap 

f ' * 

disadvantaged children in th^ lowest achievement subgroup, * ^ 
The pattern of results on the post hoc analysis would seem 
to suggest tliat students ^whq began the program with the Iqwest 
lev^s of reading achievement ^responded better to the highly 
structur^, carefully sequenced READ approach, while stiidents 
who had alrea<|v developed some residing skills did just as well ' 
as or better in pro^'ams which asisamed a great deal of automatic 
transfer and incidental j)8^rning./ v ; 

A careful exammation\Qf tjae characteristics of the low^r 
level students in all three groups ^indicated that these childrien^ 
were unablq^to read any of th^ short vo\^l trigrams hi '^iie READ 

I ■ ■ ' * ■ - X. ^ ■ ■ ^ 

test upon entrance to the, program. Th^y fun^ibned at the very 
lowest levels on the tests measuring reco^ition ofsisolated words 
(PIAT-W and WI^AT-R), knowing only letter names and so^s and 
a few pre-primer sight words, such as ''look", "play", and "jump". 
In addition, these children were totally unable to score on the PIAT-C 
test, either because their PIAT-W scores were too low to warrant 
administration of the itiore advancj^ subtest, or they didn't recog- 
nize enough sight words to be able to use them m conjunction with 
context for the purpose of comprehending printed sentences. 



V, 
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Children in the lower level, then were totally unable to decode 
words or sentences, while those in the middle and upper levels 
ha« already be^n to master a few of the basic reading skills. It 
may have be^that these lower lovcl children were the only 
"disabled readers" in the study^3rhile middle and upper level 
students represented less complicated remedial cases who could ^ 
overcome their difficulties with maturation, given ordinary 
Instruction. . * 

The fact that lower level READ student perform con- 
sistently better than lower level Regular or Games students. in 

ft- » , 

decoding words which they had not -been specifically taught suggests 

that instruction designed to hMp them recognize learned patterns in 
unlcnown words was helpful. This would be consistent with the . 
component of Bruner's theory (i960) which emphasizes the learner's 
need to perceive oew knowledge as a specific instance 6f a more 
general ease and vyith Bryant's theory (19C5) that disabled readers 
require specific instruction in forming generalizations and .making 
transfers which seem to occur automatically in normal learners. 



Need for Further Stud^. Thp negted design, in which 
teachers are the randomly assigiied units, may have been a 
limitation of the study-. A wide variatidn in postfe^st scores among 
teacher subgroups within treatments, shown in Tables 2 and 3, 
m^ suggest differences in teacher competence or enthusiasm 

0 
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for method and may indicate the need for randomly assigning children 
rather than teachers during replication. Of particular" interest are 
the unusually high scores for teacher one in the cont^l group. This | 
was the teacher using- Sullivan (190.7) as hcr "basal", which means that her 
students worked with consistent sound-symbol patterns for t^ie full hour 
'and a half.per day, while those in the experimental grgups received 
this type of Instruction for ten minutes-^d /'true btisal" (sight approach, 
with incidental and supplemental phonics) instruction for one, twenty 
minutes. Sullivan, like READ, presents regularly spelled word^ in 
a structured sequence; unlike EEAD, it features a large amount of 
horizontal practice en word patterns. Its success witfi this population 
(although messing up the present study!) nfmy strengthen the previous J 
observation that disabled readers require instructional prografnming which 
features both structiired isequenae and a large amount of practice. Other 
teacher differences, wbich might account for variations in effectivpness 

were also observed ^A^endi^rC). _ _ — ' 

• •* * • 

Problems encountered during the study suggest that the 

^ - . ) ' ■ c ' 

READ placement test should be revised to/nclude a direct measure - 
of student'5 ability to apply learned patterns (for example '-at'') to 
the reading erf unknown words (fgr example nonsense trigra'ms like 
"lat'' and *two-"SyffebIe nonsense words, like "gatsa^ - 
the lack of activities foi^ practise was found to be a^possible: 
weakness in the'READ materials, the games designed for this atudy 
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should beconie a component of the READ program. Following 
•revision of the test and the addition of games, another study 

^should be conducted, taking its sample from children in the lowest 

J. ■ * . *' 

reacHng subgroup. ^ The whole ^'patterns" approach (READ, supple- 

menthng programmed orMinguistic texts) should be compared to 

a whtlle word attack skills approach supplementing basal texts 

(for-example, one of the criterion-rbased programs reviewed by 

Rude, 1974). ^This study should'be of longer duration,, with 

childreif assigned at random to methods 

■ ^ ■ » y 

^ Conclusions. This study has shown that the READ 
materiali.are at least equal tp traditional materials for phonics 
instruction when used as a' daily ten-;minute supplement for ' 
seco.nd grac^ers in a compensatory reading program. It has 
provided so«^e evidence that, for the lowest level^f disabled ' 
readers, a snund-symbol patterp approach, may be significantly 
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better than traditional phonics instruction. If these rcs^rlts can 
be replicated, they will add support to the suggestion that the 
lowest achieving readers require a remedial program which is 
carefully structured, highly repetitive, 'and wliich teaches 
sound -symbol associatiwas as patterns within the context of words, 
'however, since the findings were statistically significant only 
for two variables^,^ they can' serve only to point out the n^d ^ 
for future investigations. Repeated validation testing, with 
appropriate revision, i^ recommended prior t6 dissemination of 
READ program. 

. , .. 22 
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TABLE 



DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE BY EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ON CHRONOLOGICAL AGE,; 
SEX, RACE, AND PRETEST ^CORES FOR READ PLACEMENT TEST (READ) , 
PEj!>fBODY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST-WORdS. (PIAT-W) , . " 
. PEABODV^ I ND I \a«UA.L achievement TEST-COMPREHENSION 
(PIAT-C), AND ftlDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST- 

/REA\)ING (WRAT-R> " ' ' . . 



Character! sties 



Regt/lar Group 



Games Group 



READ Group 



Age (montl^s) 



Mean 

S.D. ^ 
Range 


97.83 
4.38 
93-104 


Ma 1 e s 
Fema les 


36 • 
25 


Black 
Wh'i te 


19 
42 


ftEAD Mean 
S.D. 
Range 


3.44 
2.36 
1.8-7.6 


PIAT-W Mean 
S.D. 

Range. 


21.45 
0.36 
20.0-22.2 


PIAT-C Mean 
S.D. 

Range 


19.46 
0.94 
18.5-20.8 


WRAT-R Mean^ 
S.D. ^ 
Range 


34.20 
2.19 
30.9-36.5 



94.79 
. 1 .78 
92-96 


^4.21 
90- 1 02 


3o 
3» 


3 *3 ^ 
21 


24 
44 


25 

29 , 


3.19 
1.32 
1.8-4.6 


2.42 
0.67 
1.5-3.3 


22.0^ 
O.BO i 
21.1/22.6 j 


,20:97 
' 0.61 
20.2-21 .7 


'19.38 ! 
1.33 j 
18.0-21.1 I 


18.80 
0.53 
18. 3-19.4 


3*4.65 
1.96 
32.1-36.7 


33.73 
1.54 
31.5-35.9 




TABLE 2 



MEAN PRETEST-POSTTEST D I FKERENCES' AND S^NDARD DEVlATKDNS 
FOR THREE GROUPS ON THE READ PLACEMENT TEST 



/TTOChe r 
-^^^ 


Regular j 
Group ^ 


L Game*. 

Group .. 


READ 
Group . 




N 


X 


S.D. 


N 


X 


S.D. 




. .X 


S.D. 


•ft^ ■■ 


5 




3.13 


30 


12. 4o 


6.93 


1 1 


i9r27 


3.00 






1.88 




11 


ri3.oo.: 


\ 7\'q7 


,7' 


, 10. lit 


7.34 , 


. 3 ■ 


36 


7.47; 


7.^^ 


1 




^ 9.06 


15 


apr , 
2.39 


3.75 . 


it 




3.25 


2.50 




16.69 


7.62 - 


15 


lit. 20 


'8.18 ' 




8 


1 . 38 


2. 19/ 


7 


8.^+3 


7.28 


6 


17.00 




totaI 


61* 


5.*-28 . 




68 


12:93 


.3.a'i 


5^ 


12. 7r 


• 

-6.itit 



♦ 



» \ 



Stable " 3 . , 



ItEAN PRETESJ-POSTTEST D I FFERENCES AND STANDARD DEV IATIONS 
FOR; THREE GROUPS ON THE PEABODY INDIVIDUAL ' 
. ACHIEVEMENT TfST,- COMPREHENSION SUBTEST 



V;/. •' 




Teaches r 

^ ^ \^ ^ ^ 1 


— — 


* 

Regular 
Group 


Games 
Groups 
f ' * 


• • •• REAQ" 
Group 


/ " * 




X 


S.D. 




' X 


S.D;' 


N 


X 


S.D. 






: 3.40 

* a. 


1?67 

i 


- 30 


^.27 


2.66' 


tl 


■ 3.6i» 


1.75, • 




.8 - 


a, 1.25 




n 


3.i^ 


3.20 ' 




3.1^ 


2,. 12 




36 


. J:75 


3.3$ 


7 


2.69 


2.19 


15. 


3.^0 


1.84 


k 




•i. 13 


1.26- 


13 




1.65 


15, 


1.93 




■ '1, ; 


^-8 




1.89 






2.08 


6 


k. 50 • 


2.81 


'TOTAL 


61 




0.80 


68 


* 3.2if 


0.60 


5^ . 


3.32 


0.93 



2? 



■ERIC 



TABLE ^ )^ ' . 



UNIVARIATE F RATIOS FOR REPEATED MEASURES: READE PLACEMENT TEST (RE/*) 
^ '^???c^'f' r'T^ ACHIEVEMENT TESTS, READING RECOGNITION 
SUBTEST (PIAT-U'), PC/.BOOY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TESTS 
COMPREHENSION.SUBTEST (PIAT-C), AND WIDE RANGE 
ACHIEVEhJENT TEST, READING SUBTEST (WRAT-R) 



ir Source 




Variable 


'<if 


MS • • 

» 


UnivariatQF 


e. Itss ^hdn 


Between- eel I3 


if 
■■ 


5- 








A (Group) 

r 


read' 

PtATrW 
PIAT-C 
WRAT-R 


2 
2 
2 
2 


807.5898. 

44.3176 
'82.4283 

52.2786 


' 1.9639 
0.7942 
1.2443 
0.2454 


0. 1829 
' iO.4744 
0.3228 
,0.7863 


B. (Occasion) 


■ READ 
•PIAT-W 
PI.AT-C 
WRAT-R 

y 


1 
I 
1 


' 19768.2969 
2080.2637 

' r4l5.7405 
6952.9063 


78.4469 
134. 1483 
• 249.9521 
166.6327 


0.0001* 
^ 0.0001* 
0.0001* 
0.0001* 


A X ,8 


READ 
' PIATrW 
PIAT-C 
WRAT-R 


2 
2 
2 
2 


878.:642 
« 3.5264 
. 28.0233 
34.4051 


3. 48 A 
0.2274 
4.9476 
0.8245 


0.0641 • 
0.8000 
0.0272* 
0.4619 


Wi thin eel Is 




1 7 








A roup) 


READ 
PIAT-W 
PIAT-C 
WRAT-ll . 


12 
12 
12 
12 


41 K2175 
55.8oif9 
66.24$9 

213.0637 






B (Occasion) 


READ ' 
PIAT-W 
PIAT-C 
WRAT-R 


12" 
12 
12 
12 


251.9960 
15.5072 
5.6640 
^1.7259 






A X B 


READ 
PIAT-W 

piAt-c 

WJIAT-R 


12 
12 
12 
12 


251.9960 
15.5072 
'5.6640 
41.7259 


pi— 





* Indicates significance at .< .05 'level of confidence. 



I 



2 



3 



O 

3 
O 



O 



< 



n 
o 

3 



O 



ui 
c 



> 
CD 



< 



CD 



O 
O 

c 



SiSIBS S'^'^S s:-u-u:d 

5>>5: ^>>5 5>>5 ^5>>5 

vvv- vrv- vvv- rv?- 



^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ jr- jr- ^ 



jr-^jr-jr- roMhoro roNJisjisj 



ON co^" 



— ro ro ro 00 o© 
vn — o ON— 'Oi-o — bo va) 



ON — — o 
^ o vn v>j 

o o — ro 
Va> vo ON ^ 

^ VjJ VaJ 



-p- vi5 vn •>j 

Ni ONU> 00 
ON ^ O VD 

vo ^ ro ro 
ON o 00 — 

VjJ O ON 



U> ^ Vi5 ON 

o — j:r — 

00 o ^ ON 
U> jr- 00 — 
ON ro JT- o 
00 J- 00 



^ ^ u> 00 
ro o ui 
— ^ 00 
vjo — vn ro 
vn o o ro 

— ^ Va) 



vn vjj rv> — * — 
IN^ OOvrivn-p" 0^0^ 



vn w ^ vo 

— o ro N> 

— vn o \A> 

— o vn ^ 
On ^ ro o 



vn — • w 00 

— ON ON ^ 

<J V£> 

^ o 4^ ^ 



ON 4r-u> 



vn "vj 00 
Op ^ ro u> 
*-'J •^j vo 
vo ON 
-C- o o 



0000 
• • • • 

o ro ro 
-p- ON ro o 
ro vjD 00 ^ 
00 — • o vn 

5t 



0000 

0000 
0000 
0000 

1? 1? 



0000 
• • • • 

vn o vn o 
ON — — o 
ro Ui o o 
vn COKO — 
5?- 5?* 



to 
O 
C 

O 



< 

^2: 



3: 

CO 



rt 



0) 
3 



< 

m 

:s 
m 
^ :z 

> H 

— m 
m CO 
< H 
m * 

mf o 
2 o 

H 

m m 

CO X 

H m 

O 

— .CO* 
2 C 
O CO 

H 

•t/^ m 
c: c/i 
00 H 
H 
m 

CO "O 



o > 

^ 1 

> < m 
o — 

m > 33 



> — 
o o 

X CO 

m -n 

< o 

m 7J 

3: 

m H 
2 



?a 2 

s 

o 



m 3: 
crt m 

H 2 
CO 

o 

73 r" 

0 m 
t/) < 

m 
tn r* 

c» 
H 
m 

5? 

1 o 

s: m 
^ 3 
^ m 

00 m 

O CO 

o H 



5 zsjSo 

^5 



£7) 

m 



< 3 

c: 

O 
O 
-< 



> 
CO 

r- 
m 
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TABLE 6 



POStTEST MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THREE TREATMENT 
GROUPS STRATIFIED INTO UPPER, MIDDLE, AND LOWER LEVELS 
ON THE WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT PRETEST, 
READING SUBTEST ' 



Level 



Regular 
Group 





Games 
Group 


READ 
Group 


S.D. 


N 


X 


S.D. 


N 


X 


S.D. 


6.02 


17 




5.78 


9 


* 


- 6.12 


5.52 


36 


39.86 


k. 05 


32 


• k\ .00 


■3. '♦.5 


3.02 


15 


3^.60 


3.91 


13 


36.15 





N 



Upper 

Middle 

Lower 



5 
8 



51.^0 
'tl.'t2 
3't.38 



3 0 



\ 
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REtATIOfiShIP 5ni.££N CKCuP H£n;,ERSMlP AsD nASTERY OF 
WORDS TAUCmT in R£A0 PROGRAM. MEASURED BY , 
THE READ PLACEMENT TEST 




Re gut 



Games * 
READ 



31 



FIGURE 2 



HEIATIOKSHIP BETVEEH CROUP MEMSERSHIP A^O CRff^TTH IN READING ACHIEVEMENT 
AS MEASURED BY THE >£A90DY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST 
tOMPREhENSlON SUBTEST 



24. 



23L 



22. 



31. 



20. 



19. 



18. 



1 




Pre 



^ KcguUr 
Games 
KEAD 



Post 



32 
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FIGURE 3 

STRATIFIED INTO UPPER. MIOOLE. AND LOWER LEmS 
tHE BASIS OF PRETEST ACHIEVEMENT 



55 
M 
53 
S3 
51 
SO 
49 
41 

47 

46 

45 

44 

43 

42 

4T 

40 

39 

38 

37 

36 

35 

34 

33 

33 

31 

30 

39 



UpfMr 



Midd1« 




Pre 



ReguUr 

Games 

READ 



^ost 



33 
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-Appendix A 

Procedures Used by the Regul'a^r ''Group 

Materials used by teachgxs in the regular (control) group consisted 
of' "more of the same'' kinds of thipgs which \^re used by all Title I 
teachers for the constant thirty-minute daily period. These materials 
weJq designed td teach word r^ecQgnition skills acrfbrding to the 
guidelines in the teacher's manual of the basal series - and/or con- 
sisted of teacher-made drills and games designed for the same pur- 
pose. ^Representative word recognitioi^ activi^ties used by the* five 
control group teachers included the following: ' • 

1- A series of teacher-made booklets in the shape of an animal 
representing a given vowel sound, (a duck, for example, for the short 
u) . " Students were asked to fill in blanks to make a word with the 
' siiort ft sound to draw pictures of rhyming -words , tii^ fill in begin- 
ning and ending sounds, and to use the short vowel words in sentences. 

2. ' A collection of game-like activities, using, paper bags 
Tabeled with di'fferent beginning consonant blends. •In one case, the 
pap^r bags were adorned with pictures of circus tents and each con- 
sonant blend was represented by a different animal containing that 
biend in its name. Students >rere given two or onore bags at one timef^ 

I .along with a series of pictures representing words which began with 
" 0 these consonant blends. The" task .was for the child to sort the 
pictures^by beginning sounds , placing them into the correct bag. 

3. Flashcard drills were used extensively by another teacher 
in'^ the control ^roup'. She gave the students a number of word cards , 
having sight ypcabulary words printed on theA. Then, providing.a 

, , .' ■■'35 . ' ' . 
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. stimulus wpra, such as -cat", she <asked hef students to respond by 
heading the words in their han*s ;>fhich had the same beginning, end- 
ing, or middle sound as in the word "cat": Interest was added to 
the, drill by dividing the group into teams and recording correct 
answers on a chart, represented by a picture of a rocket, the ob- 
jective of eacl;!^ team was to send its^rdcket to the moon. 

4. Another teacher used 'the Economy series for teaching 
phonics to her students. This ,geries stresses%oWels sounds both * 
in one and two-syllable words. A common drill used by this teacher 
consisted of listing words with short and lo^g^vo^l patterns on 
the boaud anci asking student to apply learned rules by "sounding 
aut" the words. • ^ 

, 5. The fift^ control teacher Used the Reading series (Sullivan, 
•1967) as her basal and supplementary program for teaching word 
recognition skills. This is a programmed series, previously des- 
cribed. Basal read-ers used by students in the regular group, as 
well as in the other two groups are presented in Table 7. 



Insert Table '7 




TABLE 7 



BASAL READERS USED BY STUDENTS IN 
THREE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS 





Regular 
Group 


Games 
Groups 


READ 
Groups 


TOTAL 


Harper- Rowe 


— / 

%/ 11 


28 ' 


38 


77 


MacMillan 


36 


5 


■ • 9 " ■ 


50 


Scott Foresman 


0 


8 




8 


Rowe - Peter oti 


0 


1 


r 


1 

A. 


Bank Street 


5 


0 


0 


o 

• 5 


Sullivan BRL 


5 


0 


o/ 


5 


Houghton -Mifflin 


4 


0 


0 


4 . 


Ginii 


0 


25 


7 


32 . -. 


Individualized 


0 


1 


. 0 




TOTAL 


61 


68 


54 


183 
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APPENDIX B 

"Procedures Used by Games IcrDup" 
. ■ ' "GAMES" GROUP 



2. 



3. 



4. 



7. 



LESSON STEPS FOR R.E.A.D. WiELD TEST 



1. Begin on the first day with Igsson I-l. . Present the five words in 
this lesson to the group by using the wpid^picture cards. First 
show both the word and the picture. ; Thkn show only the picture 
and ask children to isupply the word (doyp word with one hand 
while doing this). L.ast^ showM;he word- while covering the picture, 
and have group read the word without picture clue, (cards B) 



Test mastery of the* words by presenting the card on which all 
words are written. Ask students to take Hbirns reading these words. 
Then dictate -the words, one at a time, fo^^oral or written spelling^ ^ 
Child must r^ead and /or spell all words cdrrectly in order to go on 
to the next lesson. 



Select one of the supplementary games to may if time allo\y^. 'F 
Always use the same words taught in todaylfs lesson or those which 

Do not use new wbrds. 



havre been taught before. 



On the second day, and every day after l^hati review the previous 
le,sson before introducing the new words. Do this fey showing only 
the words (card A, iro pictures) and asking cihildren tp^read them. 
If they miss any of, these words, ire'peat the previous lesson betore 
going on. 



5. Record the infoxrnation asked for on the data sheet each d^^/ 



6. On Mondays, and after vacations or snow days^ take extra care to 
review previous material. - 



If only on'e or two in the group are having trouble,^ let them practice 
aloiie or with a partner while others are working other activities. 
Do not hold back the entire group for one or two children. ^ 
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APPENDIX B (cont'd) 

GAMES FOR SUPPI.EMENTARY PRACTICE WITH R.E. A.D. 

* ■ . J, . ■ . • 

1. BINGO:' Give each child a player's card_on which the words for the 
current unit are written. Take aUwqr (Thirds from that unit and 
shuffle them. Teacher (teacher; or chiid) begin at top of, deck and.calls, 
words one^t a tiis^. Children cover them on their player's card. ^ 
Every child has every word on his card. 

Child who calls Bingo must be able to read all of the words 'he has, 
covered iiU order to win. Winner is the fir-st to cover a whole row in' 
any direction and to read it correctly. - - : 

Each card is marked with its unit (I, II, ni, IV, _V. R is review) 
Teacher will need^o make cards for calling words on review unit. 
This can be donebV copying the words from any flayer's card and 
shuffling them. ^ 



2. GO FISH: Shuffle together all cards from the unit on which you are 
working. Deal three cards to each player. Put all other cards fac.e 
down in "fish" piK in center of table. First player asks any other 
person for a dard i^atching a word family card in his hand. He asks 

^by family name ("Give me all your ^ .. . a-n. "). Person must give all 
t^e c^ards he has in this family. If person asked does not have any 

''cards in this family he says "Go fish" and player takes a card from 
"fish" pile. 

Three or more cards in same family make a book. These are put 
on the table in front of each player. Person with most books wins game. 
In case of tie, person with most cards in books wins game. (s6me book% 
have three cards, some five). 

3.. CONCENTRATION: (Play with 2-6 lessons at a time) You will need 
all word cards for lessons used, plus matching cards from extra set - 
marked "concentration extras. " * < . * 

Lay cards face down on table in rows. First player picks up any 
card and. reads word. He then picks up any other card. If they match ■ 
exactly, and he can read the word correctly, he^ gets to keep them and 
take another turn. If they do not match, he replaces cards ift the samfe 
position from which they were drawn. " • i 

Each playe/ puts pairs on table in front of him when he draws 
matching cards. When all cards are gone, winner is person with the 
most pairs. Object of game is to tTain concentration and memory. 




TEACHER variables"::;.;. 



• ](f was ahyioxisf ^rom |the data presented fables, on the; 
READ and PIAT-(^ .tes\s that ^here: w6.re laT.g.e' ddWererices 'in ^ . • . 
achievement levels of stu4ent^ taught by' different teachers. 
Additional tables (unpublished dissertation; Mirsinic, 197^0 
indicated^hat these differences. wQre .^lso presi^nt- on the PIAT-W 
and WRAT-R variables.' : . , • , 1 'f- . . C 

Ue^fs)^>l ^^^J*"^^''^^^ ^9"^ dependent variables, it Was-^|ible ' 
toithe teacHerl 'wS^se students, had dimoTistrateci the. highest 
and lowest raw s.dbre achievement gains during thj^ experiment . 
This summa-ry is presented below. ^ 



^ Regtjlar 
Group 

« ' ■ 


♦ 

Teacher 
Number* 


■ 

^ Game$ 
^ Group 


Teacher , 
Number 


Groap 1, 


Te^eher 
. Njiimber 


* 

highest 12.40 
lojifest 1.38 

group mean 5.28 


~^ 
1* 


REAHTes^t 

16.69 
"^8.43 

12.93 


9 'V 
10** 

\ 

* \ 

\ 


^ 12.71 


• - "15**- 

V • - 


highest 4.40 
lowest .75 

group mean 2.99 


1 
5 


?IAT-W Test 

, 3.82 
^&1.43 ^ 

*«^.88 


7 ;■. ■ . 
10, - 


- 5.50" 
\' 2.73^ 

3.n 


* 

15 
13 


highest 3.44) 
lowest. 1.2*5 

group "mean 2.10 


1 

' 2' 


V 

PIAT-C Teist 

4.27 . 
2.69 

3.24 


' 6-" 
...8 


V3\32 ■ 


• , ■ *■ ■ 

^ 14- 


♦ * 
highest ' 8 "80 
lowest " 3.38 

group\mean* 5.89 


2 y 


IVRAT-R Test 

6.00" 
2.29 

.5.22 

.:>^•v ■ 


** 

10 . 

1 '■ • - 


■ '; 

4.80; 


* 

11 . i 

13 . 

■ • > ■ 



r 



•consistently high 
••consistently low 



..40 



s5J' • 



.This table indicates %b'at , there was one teacher (regular 
aroup% #1} whose studentsV achievement was consistently high 
and two teachers- (g^mes group #10, READ^group .#13) whose 
st'udents'- achievement was consistently low. Records of obser-^. 
Vations (see .attached observation form, ^n Table 8) in these ' ' 
classrooms were' analyzed^to identify/any relationships between J .. 
teacher behavior' and student achievefment . There were- some, ap- . ' 
^M|te'nf differences b'etwieen what the mos^ successful teacher was 
doing and what the two least successful .teachers were doing. 

Successful Teacher #1, as previously rioted, taught stuc. • 
dfentsusing the Sullivan materials, which differed greatly from 
-the other "regular" (traditiVina-L-^asal). materials. The role, of 
materials has- .^Ir'eady bee.n discussed. In addition^ this teacher's 
reading^ irf-^truction was highly structured. It featured a great- - 
dej|j^^of oveilearning in the patterns preseri'ted in Sullivan with 
art empha*si-^ on -application of learned, skills^o the total reading 
prpgralik In additioli, this teacher did not use extrinsic re- 
wards for Students (candy, \okensV etc .); -she used verbal' praise 
for xor^ect; responses. ^ ^ . • ' 

Unsuccessful Teacher -^#10 used^th^fe^READ gfames for. a minimal 
araoynt-of: time; and confessed tp: often not using them .^t .all in 
the experiHifenter's absence;" Reading fnstructipn in her groups 
was appaqrently based cm ^ the ass^ymption "that high in'teres^t material 
generated automatic skill acquis it ipn^. /iShe "supplied students 
with high-interest books (which^they eagerly . attemp.ted to read, 
biitj inVijrhich 'they niiscal<Jed a large percentage of the words. 



Appendix C (cont'd) 

She often introduced several skills at the same tijne, without 
providing opportunities for overlearning or application. She 
used an extrinsic reinforcement system, but like most/ of the 
.other teachers, did not award candy or tokens contingently; 
instead she gave all student the reward at the end of the 
lesson, regardless of their performance. 

Unsuccessful Teacher #13 went through the motions of 
presenting the READ lessons, but §he did not maintain stud,ents' 
attention. She failed to state behavioral expectations, o^r to 
prais'e students who waited their turns or responded correctly; 
and she frequently "called down" those^shouted out answers. 
Like most of the other teachers, she used an extrinsic rein- 
forcement program (candy, tokens), but in fact awarded these 
items noncontingently to all students at the end of the lesson. 
In addition, she made no attempt to demonstrate the relationship 
between the pattern words taught in the READ lesson and other 
words with similar patterns encountered in the basal readers. 
Like Unsuccessful Teadher #10, she introduced a variety of skills 
in the same lesson, bijt failedto provide adequate practice on 
any of them. \ 

It seemed apparent, then, that there might have been some 
differences between the behaviors of the teachers whose students' 
achievement was highes't and lowest. Among the teacher behavior^ 
recommended for further study are the use of contingent rein- 
forcement, the planning' of single-concept skill lessons, the 
correlation of skill instruction with, the total reading program, 
arid the provision of overlearning on skills. 



insert table 8 



^ TABLEns • 

Follow-up Observation 

(IMC or cooperating school district s^pci^^sor should make at least^five 
follow-up observation visits to teacher during teaching Units I-V) 



Check Mark Indicates "YeS" 



Observation 1 


Observation 2 


Observation 3 


Observation 4 


Observation 5 


L Teacher bc^an lesson wit! 


1 review of previous material: 












2. Teacher presented individual steps of lesson correctlv 












3. Teacher presented all ten 


steps in corl-ect sequence: 












4. Teacher used signals for look, licten, read, answer al richt times: ^ 












5. Teacher praised correct student signal responses and ignored others- 




y 








b. Teacher used READ nnanual while presenting lesson: 












7, Teaclier fi] 


Lied out daily evaluation form immediatelv following lesson: 


21^*^ . 






> 




J. Teacher provided extra oxactice for children who didnM 


- rneet criteria: 




• 









(Observations should be made during a regular, not a revi^ew lesson. 
Time of day shoiild be pre-arranged with teacher, b\it exact date of visit 
should not be specified. Provide. teacher with feedback on effective use 
of materials immediately following observation, ) 



